
Based on information provided by Rover as well as our review of 
available information on the Black Fork Energy Project, the 
Rover Project would be about 0.3 mile from the closest turbine at 
MP MAB 115.0.  Therefore, we do not anticipate that the Rover 
Project would cause the Black Fork Project to violate any of its 
permit conditions.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO21 – Vorys, Sater, Semour and Pease LLP

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO21-1

Appendix T
T-404



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO21 – Vorys, Sater, Semour and Pease LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
negotiations and eminent domain.  The commentors’ statement 
regarding Rover’s threat of eminent domain is noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO22-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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Rover would be required to follow its AIMP and its Plan 
regarding repairing and/or replacing drain tiles impacted during 
construction.  See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding 
drain tile plans.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO22-2
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See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
negotiations and eminent domain.  The commentors’ statement 
regarding Rover’s threat of eminent domain is noted.  See the 
response to comment CO14-3 regarding drain tile plans.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
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Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding drain tile plans.  
Based on our recommendation in section 4.8.4, Rover would 
need to file its site-specific drain tile plans prior to the start of 
construction on each agricultural parcel.  As part of these plans, 
landowners could negotiate pre-construction mitigation measures 
as needed.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
negotiations and eminent domain.  The specific avenues an 
applicant may use in any condemnation preceding are beyond the 
scope of this EIS.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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See the response to comment CO14-4 regarding property values.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Appendix T
T-418



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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As stated in our recommendation in section 4.9.6 of the EIS, 
Rover would be required to report how any impacts on insurance 
were mitigated.  We are unable to identify specific mitigation 
measures, as each situation and policy is unique.  These measures 
would need to be negotiated between the landowner and Rover 
based on the identified impact and the landowner’s policy.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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See the response to comments CO14-4 and CO14-5 regarding 
property values, mortgages, and insurance.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO22-8

See the response to comment CO14-4 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance.  See the response to comment LA3-
1regarding pipeline safety.

CO22-9
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See the response to comment CO9-2 regarding drainage.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO22-10
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In addition to the measures outlined in Rover’s Plan and its 
AIMP, landowners may negotiate additional mitigation measures 
as part of its easement agreements, including measures such as 
the incorporation of organic matter into the topsoil.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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Rover would be required to adhere to its AIMPs in addition to its 
winter construction plan, including the segregation of topsoil.  As 
each Plan requires topsoil segregation, in the event that Rover is 
unable to separate topsoil due to frozen ground conditions, 
construction would be unable to proceed until conditions change 
and allow topsoil segregation.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO22-12

See the response to comment CO15-5 regarding the 
Commission’s decision-making process.  The commentors’ 
request that the Project be denied is noted.

CO22-13
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See the response to comment CO14-4 regarding property values, 
mortgages, and insurance.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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The commentors’ request that the Project is denied be noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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Our analysis and conclusion for the requested route variation is 
provided in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we 
are recommending a reroute on this parcel.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO23 – Craig J. Wilson

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO23-1
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO24 – Stark Development Board, Inc.

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO24-1
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO25 – Eagle Manufacturing Company

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO25-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO25 – Eagle Manufacturing Company (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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The commentors’ certification of submittal is noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO26 – Emens and Wolper Law Firm

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO26-1
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO27 – West Virginia Oil and Natural Gas Association (WVONGA)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO27-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO27 – West Virginia Oil and Natural Gas Association (WVONGA) (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

T-495
Appendix T



The commentors’ request that the Commission deny the Project 
is noted.  See our responses to letter CO22 regarding Goldman & 
Braunstein, LLP’s public comments filed April 11, 2016.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO28 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO28-1
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As discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS, we conducted a search 
of the available studies regarding the effect of a pipeline on 
property values and found no conclusive evidence that a pipeline 
would result in a significant decrease in property value.  The 
statements of Mr. Kielisch, Mr. Vannatta, and the referenced 
study of Dr. Peltier are noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO28 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO28 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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Drain tile plans would be negotiated as part of the easement 
agreements, and as such landowners could negotiate pre-
construction mitigation of tile lines as part of their agreement.  
See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding drain tile plans.  
See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
negotiations.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO28 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO28-3
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Rover’s refusal to approve drain tiles plans for landowners who 
have not reached an agreement with Rover is noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO28 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO28-4

The commentors’ request that pre-construction mitigation 
measures for drain tile lines be conducted is noted.  See the 
response to comment CO14-3 regarding drain tile plans.

CO28-5
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The commentors’ statement regarding Rover’s threat of eminent 
domain is noted.  See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding 
landowner negotiations and eminent domain.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO28 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO28 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO28 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO28 – Goldman and Braunstein, LLP (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO29 – Business Development Corporation of the Northern Panhandle (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO29 – Business Development Corporation of the Northern Panhandle (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO30 – Denex Petroleum Corporation (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.
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CO31-1

Appendix T
T-510



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO31 – The Ohio Manufacturers’ Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO32 – Enervest Operating, LLC

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO32-1
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The commentor’s support for the Project is noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO33 – Ohio Hotel and Lodging Association

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO33 – Ohio Hotel and Lodging Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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The commentor’s statement regarding Rover’s negotiations are 
noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO34 – Emens and Wolper Law Firm

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO34-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO34 – Emens and Wolper Law Firm (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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See responses to letter CO20 regarding the commentor’s
requested changes to the EIS.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO34 – Emens and Wolper Law Firm (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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See the response to comment CO3-3 regarding the financial 
stability of the applicants and associated shippers.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO34 – Emens and Wolper Law Firm (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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See response to comment CO14-4 regarding property values.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO34 – Emens and Wolper Law Firm (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO34-4

The commentor’s request that Rover pay landowners rent for use 
of the property is noted.  See response to comment CO11-1 
regarding landowner negotiations.

CO34-5
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See response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement 
negotiations.  See response to comment CO14-3 regarding drain 
tiles.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
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See response to comment CO14-3 regarding drain tile plans.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO34 – Emens and Wolper Law Firm (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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Table 4.8.5-2 has been updated to include Mr. Yoder’s organic 
farm.  Additionally, section 4.8.5.1 has been updated to include 
additional discussion of impacts on organic farm land and 
mitigation. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND1 – Amalie Lipstreu

Individuals Comments

IND1-1

Section 4.8.5.1 has been updated to include additional discussion 
of impacts on organic farm land and mitigation. 

IND1-2

The commentor’s statement regarding organic farms is noted.IND1-3
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The commentor’s statements in support of the proposed Projects 
are noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND2 – Charles N. Steele, Ph.D.

Individuals Comments

IND2-1
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The numbers reported in the draft EIS are correct.  During pre-
filing, Rover planned to meet its Project objective with 820.8 
miles of pipeline within 618.7 miles of right-of-way.  However, 
based on the agreement later reached between Rover and Vector 
during pre-filing (as described in section 3.2.2), Rover 
determined that approximately 110 miles of the originally 
proposed Project was no longer needed.  As a result, Rover’s 
application proposed 710.8 miles of pipe within 510.7 miles of 
right-of-way.  In June 2015, Rover filed a supplement to its 
application, which included adoption of several minor variations 
for the Project modifying the totals to 712.9 miles of pipeline 
within 510.7 miles of right-of-way. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND3 – Rachel Garrison

Individuals Comments

IND3-1

As stated in Section 2.0, page 2-1 of the EIS, the Rover Project 
would consist of 219.8 miles of supply lateral rights-of-way, 
which includes 18.6 miles of dual 42-inch-pipeline, 190.9 miles 
of Mainline A, 183.6 miles of Mainline B, and 100 miles of the 
Market Segment.  This totals the 712.9 miles referenced in the 
FWS letter.  Additionally, as stated in IND3-1, during pre-filing 
Rover proposed 820.8 miles of pipe.  After issuance of the draft 
EIS, Rover submitted additional route variations.  These changes 
have been reflected in the final EIS. 

IND3-2
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As stated in its Plan, Rover has committed to using trench 
breakers and slope breakers during construction.  Additionally, 
during construction, our third-party compliance monitors would 
also inspect installed erosion control devices to confirm that 
Rover is adhering to all measures outlined in its Plans and 
Procedures. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND4 – Chris Beebe

Individuals Comments

IND4-1
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All comments filed to the docket were reviewed and considered 
in the draft EIS.  Surveyed wetlands and waterbodies within the 
construction right-of-way are listed in appendix M and appendix 
L of the EIS, respectively. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND5 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust

Individuals Comments

IND5-1

All available field surveys, alignment sheets, and topographic 
maps have been filed to the docket by Rover in its application 
and in its subsequent supplemental filings.  After publication of 
the draft EIS, Rover filed updated survey results and alignment 
sheets, including updated information on the commentor’s parcel.  
Rover has identified a forested wetland and a stream that would 
be crossed by the Project on the commentor’s parcel.  Rover 
would be required to cross the wetland and stream using 
appropriate wetland and waterbody crossing methods as 
described in its Procedures.  Rover’s EIs and the FERC’s third-
party compliance monitors would ensure that waterbody crossing 
procedures are followed. 

IND5-2

The commentor’s statement regarding our assessment is noted.IND5-3
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The commentor’s statements regarding bullying by Rover are 
noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND6 – Sherry Miller

Individuals Comments

IND6-1

The commentor is correct in that the letter provided by Rover is 
misleading.  The draft EIS did not state that there would be no 
significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
Projects.  Section 5.1 indicates that some significant and adverse 
impacts would occur during both construction and operation of 
the Projects, but that these impacts would be reduced to 
acceptable levels given applicable laws and regulations, the 
mitigating measures discussed in the EIS, and our 
recommendations.

IND6-2

As discussed in appendix I and tables 3.4.3-1 and 3.4.3-3, Rover 
has stated that it would avoid the chicken coop and has 
committed to avoid impacts on the pet graveyard by installing an 
air bridge over the area as described in Rover’s April 2015 filing.  
Impacts on agricultural lands would be temporary and would be 
restored to pre-construction conditions through implementation 
of the procedures in Rover’s AIMP and its Plan.  Additionally, 
the FERC recommended in the draft EIS that Rover reevaluate 
the route through the property as the landowners concerns did not 
appear to be addressed.  Given Rover’s commitment to avoid the 
pet graveyard, as well as its reduction in workspace on the 
property that would limit tree clearing to the extent practicable, 
we conclude that no other variation is necessary. 

IND6-3

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety. IND6-4

Section 4.1.5 of the EIS discusses impacts and mitigation for 
construction and operation of the Project within 0.25 mile of 
active and inactive mines.

IND6-5

The commentor’s statement about relocating the pipeline further 
from the mine is noted. 

IND6-6

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
compensation and eminent domain. 

IND6-7

Sections 4.1.5 and 4.3.1.5 of the EIS discusses monitoring and 
testing of water wells within 150 feet of the proposed 
workspaces.  Table 4.3.1-4 lists all known wells within 150 feet 
of the Rover Project.  Rover has committed to pre-construction 
and post-construction monitoring for yield and water quality for 
all wells within 150 feet of the Project. 

IND6-8

The potential for flooding and related impacts resulting from the 
Projects and also upon the pipeline itself following construction, 
are discussed in sections 4.1.3 and 4.3.3.

IND6-9

Section 4.1.5 of the EIS discusses mitigation measures for 
construction of the Project within 100 feet of existing gas wells. 

IND6-10
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Rover has stated that the Project would not impact or cross the 
cemetery identified by the commentor.   Additionally, if human 
remains are discovered during construction of the Project, Rover 
would follow the measures outlined in its Procedures Guiding 
the Discovery of Unanticipated Cultural Resources and Human 
Remains.  These procedures state that “Rover will treat any 
human remains encountered during the Rover Project in a manner 
guided by the ACHP’s Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of 
Burial Sites, Human Remains, and Funerary Objects (2007) and 
by the relevant state laws and guidelines.”

INDIVIDUALS
IND6 – Sherry Miller (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND6-11

Comment noted.  See the response to CO11-1 regarding eminent 
domain. 

IND6-12
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INDIVIDUALS
IND7 – Frank Zaski

Individuals Comments

See the responses to comments CO3-3 and CO3-6 regarding 
Project need and financing.

IND7-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND8 – Jeff Johnson

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding Project need.IND8-1

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND8-2

The commentor’s opposition to the Project is noted. IND8-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND9 – Frank Zaski

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need for the 
Project.

IND9-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND9 – Frank Zaski (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND10 – Thomas and Caryn Dyer

Individuals Comments

The commentors’ opposition to the Project is noted. IND10-1

We have evaluated the commentors’ requested alternative for the 
pipeline route on this parcel.  See our analysis and conclusions in 
table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we determined 
that the proposed route is acceptable and we are not 
recommending a reroute through this parcel.

IND10-3

Section 4.11.2.3 of the EIS demonstrates that the Mainline 
Compressor Station 2 in Wayne County, Ohio would contribute 
noise levels below our 55 dBA Ldn criteria at NSAs (which is 
based on EPA studies as a noise level to prevent indoor or 
outdoor activity interference).  Further, the increase in noise over 
ambient conditions would be undetectable at the nearest NSAs.

IND10-4

Given the limited noise impacts associated with the Mainline 
Compressor Station 2, as discussed in section 4.11.2.3, we 
conclude that relocating the compressor station site to an 
alternate location would not offer a significant environmental 
advantage. 

IND10-5

See the response to CO9-1 regarding agricultural land.  See the 
response to CO9-2 regarding drain tiles. 

IND10-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND10 – Thomas and Caryn Dyer (cont’d)

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
IND11 – Russell Taylor

Individuals Comments

As discussed in section 4.3.1.7 of the EIS, Rover would avoid 
impacts on septic systems where possible.  If impacts could not 
be avoided, Rover has stated it would work with the landowners 
to repair or relocate the existing septic system. 

IND11-1

Our analysis and conclusions for the requested route variation are 
provide in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS.  Based on our analysis, we 
determined that the proposed route is acceptable and we are not 
recommending a reroute through this parcel.

IND11-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND12 – Henry Roth

Individuals Comments

The comment is noted.IND12-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND13 – Joseph and Patricia Padovan

Individuals Comments

Rover would be required to follow its Procedures for all 
waterbody crossings.  This would include erosion and sediment 
control devices during construction and complete open-cut 
crossings within 24 hours in minor waterbodies and within 48 
hours in intermediate waterbodies.  Once construction is 
completed, Rover would be required to restore the banks to pre-
construction contours and stabilize the banks to minimize 
erosion.  With adherence to these procedures, impacts from open-
cut crossings would be minimized.

IND13-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND13 – Joseph and Patricia Padovan (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

As Rover would be required to follow the measures in its 
Procedures for crossing and restoration of the creeks, we 
conclude that a open-cut crossing would likely limit any increase 
in debris flow downstream. 

IND13-2

Given workspace requirements, geotechnical conditions, 
constraints, and overall construction feasibility, it is not always 
feasible or practicable to use the HDD crossing method.  See 
response to comment IND13-1 regarding mitigation measures to 
limit impacts to the creeks.

IND13-3
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INDIVIDUALS
IND14 – Louis H. Bedford, III

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding the existing pipelines as 
well as the multiple pipelines across his property is noted.

IND14-1

As discussed in section 2.2.1.1 and table 2.2.1-1, 24 percent of 
Rover’s pipeline rights-of-way would be collocated or adjacent to 
existing rights-of-way.  As proposed in Rover’s application and 
supplements, the Seneca Lateral would be collocated/adjacent to 
existing rights-of-way on the commentor’s parcel.  Rover’s 
proposed route would be adjacent to and offset by 40 feet from 
the existing Texas Eastern Pipelines.  Additionally, as currently 
proposed, the Leach XPress pipeline also appears that it would 
be collocated with the existing rights-of-way across this property.

IND14-2

See the response to LA3-1 regarding safety of the Project.IND14-3

See the response to CO9-1 regarding impacts on agricultural 
land. 

IND14-4
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INDIVIDUALS
IND15 – Robin Morse

Individuals Comments

The proposed pipeline route would not affect the property noted 
by the commentor. 

IND15-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND16 – Sheila and Stan Bittinger

Individuals Comments

The commentors’ opposition to the Project is noted.IND16-1

See the response to CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.  As 
discussed in the EIS, most uses of land encumbered by the 
easement would be permissible after restoration is completed. 

IND16-2

The commentors’ statement regarding property damage is noted.IND16-3

The commentors’ opposition to the Project is noted.IND16-4

The price of fuel oil and natural gas are dependent on many 
factors, and prediction of future prices is neither feasible nor 
within the scope of this EIS. 

IND16-5

Recreational activities such as hiking and fishing would be able 
to continue during operation of the Project.  Temporary 
disruption of these activities may occur during construction.  
Compensation for tree removal would be included as part of 
easement negotiations with Rover. 

IND16-6

See the response to CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND16-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND17 – Kim Hartle

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s support of the Project is noted.IND17-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND18 – Jean Barbe

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s support of the Project is noted.IND18-1
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INDIVIDUALS
IND19 – Thomas H. Von Deyles

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO9-2 regarding drain tiles.IND19-1

See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding crop productivity 
and monitoring. 

IND19-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND20 – Rob Rettig

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
compensation.

IND20-1

As discussed in section 4.8.4, with implementation of Rover’s 
CMPs and our recommendations we conclude that impacts on 
agricultural land would be short-term and temporary. 

IND20-2

See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding restoration of 
agricultural land and crop productivity. 

IND20-3

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding landowner 
compensation and eminent domain.

IND20-4

See the response to comment CO9-2 regarding drain tiles.IND20-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND20 – Rob Rettig (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Rover filed two minor route variations in April 2016, including 
one for the commentor’s parcel.  We believe that the route 
variation addresses the commentor’s concerns. 

IND20-6
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INDIVIDUALS
IND21 – Anthony A. Lause

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding insurance, 
property value, and mortgages.

IND21-1

As discussed in section 2.3 of the EIS, Rover would implement 
its Spill Procedures during construction and operation to prevent 
and if necessary contain and clean up accidental spills.  Any 
spills resulting from construction or operation of the Project 
would be the responsibility of Rover. 

IND21-2

See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding restoration of 
agricultural land.  See the response to comment CO9-2 regarding 
restoration of drainage tiles. 

IND21-3

Compensation for loss of crop productivity, including areas 
indirectly impacted, would be part of the negotiations between 
the landowner and Rover. 

IND21-4

As discussed in Rover’s AIMP, Rover would be required to 
restore all land to its original contours to ensure all surface 
drainage is returned to pre-construction conditions.  If surface 
drainage problems develop, Rover would be required to 
appropriate mitigation within 120 days of notification by the 
landowner. 

IND21-5
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INDIVIDUALS
IND21 – Anthony A. Lause (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO9-2 regarding drain tiles.IND21-6

Section 4.8 of the EIS describes potential impacts on lands 
owned or managed by federal, state, or local agencies; planned 
developments; and discusses compliance with special 
governmental programs such as the Conservation Reserve 
Enhancement Program.

IND21-7
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INDIVIDUALS
IND22 – Sheila Bittinger

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.IND22-1

See the response to comment CO9-3 regarding property values.IND22-2

The commentor’s statements are noted.IND22-3

See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells 
within 150 feet of the Project. 

IND22-4

See the response to LA3-1 regarding pipeline safety.  Section 
4.12.1 of the EIS has been updated to identify the potential 
impact radius for each pipeline.  The potential impact radius is 
the area, as defined by the DOT regulations, within which the 
potential failure of a pipeline could have significant impact on 
people or property.  This area is based on the pipeline’s 
maximum allowable operating pressure and the diameter of the 
pipeline.  The largest area would be for the 42-inch diameter 
pipelines and would be about 1,100 feet.  However, the 
likelihood of an incident is very low.

IND22-5

See the response to comment CO19-41 regarding transport by 
truck or train.

IND22-6

The commentor’s statement regarding property value is noted.IND22-7

All agricultural activities would be allowed to continue once 
construction is complete.  See section 4.8.4 of the EIS regarding 
a discussion on agricultural impacts and restoration.  As such, we 
do not believe the commentor would experience a long-term 
impact on their ability to make hay.

IND22-8

Impacts and mitigation for forested lands are discussed in 
sections 4.5 and 4.8.

IND22-9
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INDIVIDUALS
IND22 – Sheila Bittinger (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s opposition to the Project is noted.IND22-10
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